Abstract
Introduction 1
Large all-party governments, including all relevant political parties, and which are formed through consensus between the political elites, rather than through elections, used to be the heart of the consociational model of Swiss democracy (Neidhart 1970; Lehmbruch 2003; Lijphart 1977; Vatter 2002 ). In this model, party leaders voluntarily agreed on quasi-proportional cabinet compositions ("freiwilliger Proporz"), or they implicitly made concessions in order to include the political minorities into power. As a consequence, elections played only a negligible role, and often there were no more candidates competing for election than there were seats to fill.
Since the 1990s, voluntary proportionality has been practiced less and less and elections have become more competitive. However, the increase in right-wing candidates running for government, both at the federal and cantonal level (figure 1, left-hand side), has not led to a decline in the representation of the left-wing minority in governments. To the contrary, the leftwing minority was even able to increase its representation in cantonal governments (Figure 1, . This is surprising insofar as there are no formal barriers to political majorities 1 We gratefully acknowledge coding assistance by Lukas Lauener (party alliances), and Claudia Alpiger (historical data on the composition of the cantonal governments). Georg Lutz kindly shared his dataset of election results in Swiss cantonal governments with us. We are very grateful for comments by Alex Trechsel and Wolf Linder, the three anonymous reviewers, as well as the fellow co-editors.
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Figure 1: Candidates per seat (*100) and mandates (%) by legislative period (means over cantons)
Addressing this puzzle, this paper discusses governmental elections in a polarised party system, with multi-seat majoritarian districts. Parties of the right-wing majority (the political majority at the national level and in almost all cantons) have drifted apart and, as a consequence, competition between the blocs is also complemented by within-bloc competition. The political minority can capitalise on this split. As the candidates of the majority start competing against each other, they can no longer capitalise on the unanimous support of voters for the majority, thus rendering it easier for minority candidates to be elected.
This paper introduces a new empirical measure of the positioning of Swiss cantonal parties, available for almost all party branches which are represented in cantonal parliaments since 1971.
The measure relies on the voting recommendations issued by political parties on the occasion of national referenda or popular initiatives, and it is the basis of the empirical investigation of the positioning of the political parties, and its consequences for the formation of governments in the Swiss cantons over the period 1971-2011. The paper investigates how the degree to which political majorities are united affects the elections of cantonal governments under plurality or majority rule, particularly looking at the effects on the representation of majorities and minorities.
The next section presents a review of the literature on the Swiss 'voluntary proportionality' model, and introduces an alternative explanation, the competitive consensus model. Section 3 discusses the measurement innovations, especially the new measure of party positions, whereas section 4 presents the results of the empirical analysis.
Theory
The literature on all-party coalitions in Switzerland has flourished since the 1970s. It posits that all-party coalitions are formed as part of the model of consensus politics. We argue that the fractionalisation and the transformation from a bipolar party system with a cohesive majority towards a more plural party competition since the 1990s also affects the formation of all-party governments. In this section, we distinguish three models of government elections in multi-seat majoritarian elections, and discuss the role of the changing party system.
Elite accommodation through "voluntary proportionality"
Switzerland, and especially its tradition of including all relevant political parties in the government, is one of the most important cases of the consociationalism literature of the 1960s (Lehmbruch 1967; Lijphart 1968) , and of consensus democracy (Lijphart 1999 Cantonal general elections take place in multimember districts of five to nine seats (corresponding to the number of cantonal ministers), whereas eventual by-elections take place for single seats (Lutz and Strohmann 1998; Bochsler et al. 2004; Lutz 2014) . Plurality or majority rule, when combined with multimember districts, is considered among the most restrictive electoral systems because it usually concentrates all mandates in the largest political party or bloc. In multi-seat districts, this effect is even larger than in single-seat districts, as the same party or bloc can win all district mandates (Niemi et al. 1985; Cox 1997; Taagepera and Shugart 1989) .
Government formulas in Switzerland seem to be an exception to this rule: they resemble allparty coalitions at all levels (Bochsler and Sciarini 2006) . Leonhard Neidhart's (1970) influential work on the formation of all-party coalitions in Switzerland explains them as a consequence of the Swiss referendum democracy. Opposition parties can use referendums as a threat in order to block laws proposed by the government. Eventually, the use of referendums has thus lead to the inclusion of political minorities into governments (Trechsel and Serdült 1999) . We define as political majority, a party or a group of parties with a high programmatic proximity, winning a majority of votes, which would enable it to dominate any election by plurality or majority rule.
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The inclusion of political minorities into cantonal and national governments evolved stepwise. It was the fruit of deliberate, voluntary concessions on the part of political elites. The stepwise inclusion of political minorities at the federal level, until the formation of an all-party-coalition during WWII, was mirrored by the developments in the Swiss cantons. In the after-war period, all-party-coalitions also became the rule at both levels. While the party systems of the cantons vary widely, they can be characterised by similar cleavages as those in the federal party system: the most important of which are the confessional (state-church) and the economic left-right cleavage. Centre-right parties are in a position of majority, or of very large plurality, both at the federal level and in the cantons, with very few, temporary exceptions.
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Previous oppositions were included voluntarily, as parties of the majority and opposition parties agreed jointly on forming a coalition and dividing government offices among the coalition partners. Alternatively, the majority can unilaterally offer the opposition access to government, by refraining to contest for all seats. This creates 'secure seats' for the minority, i.e. seats not contested by the majority (Gruner 1977, 24; Vatter 2007, 203; Linder 2012, 103-4; Vatter 2000; Lutz 2014 ). The agreement between the party elites in Switzerland to form all-party coalition governments was driven by a far-going accommodation of political parties (Vatter 2014, 103) .
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The voluntary proportionality model -as usually understood -can thus be characterised by a low degree of polarisation, a low degree of competition for executive elections, and a roughly proportional allocation of seats to parties (table 1) .
Recently, Lachat and Kriesi (forthcoming) Lutz (2014) . 4 The centre-right varies with regards to its cohesiveness. In some cantons and periods, there is close cooperation between the parties of the centre-right. In others, the centre-right is divided between secular Liberals and Christian Democrats ('Kulturkampf'). The degree of cohesiveness of the centre-right bloc is considered below. 5 We refrain from the term coalition, which is usually associated with a programmatic coalition and coalition agreements.
accommodation or of 'all-party-voters'. However, their finding -voters voting across blocsmainly applies to non-contested seats and/or incumbent candidates. Once parties start to challenge the government formula, our re-analysis shows that the number of all-party voters might be considerably smaller than previously thought.
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Bipolarity and fractionalisation
Changes in party competition since the 1990s have altered the fundament of the Swiss consensus model (Bochsler et al., this issue) . Low degree of conflict and polarisation, and high cohesion both of the right-wing majority and the left-wing minority dominated the Swiss party system until the 1980s. It has made way for a period of fractionalisation and polarisation (Ladner 2004a, 138-9, 48-9; Lutz and Selb 2007) . Locally scattered ecologist groups have merged into a nationally organised Green party (Baer and Seitz 2008) , the Swiss People's Party (SVP) has transformed from a farmer and smallholder party into a new nationalist-conservative pole (incorporating some marginal parties at the far right), and the centre-right bloc has driven apart (Bornschier, this issue) . While the left-wing bloc is politically united -the Social Democrats and
Greens share very similar positions (Bochsler and Sciarini 2010 ) -the new political conflict around issues of integration and globalisation (Kriesi et al. 2006 ) has lead to new divides between the parties of the right-wing majority. The re-orientation of the SVP did not only fuel tension between the centre-right parties, but also within the party: the gap between more traditional, moderate branches and cantonal branches, which quickly adopted a euro-sceptic and anti-immigration program was followed by a party split in 2008. After this transformation, the bipolar structure has vanished: on most political issues, the centre-right majority is no longer politically cohesive (Traber, this issue ).
The consensus model and competitive elections
We argue that the decreasing bipolarity and the fractionalisation of the party system has also altered the governmental elections in Switzerland. We posit that in more competitive elections, the degree of unity of the political majority is crucial in determining the outcome. Therefore, we distinguish between elections with a cohesive majority and those with a disunited majority.
Instead of hypotheses, we state the expected outcomes in table 1. In such a system, the political minority will lose its representation in government entirely, or at least it will be substantially diminished.
However, the combination of high polarisation and high cohesiveness of the political majority only occurs in a bipolar party system. Once the majority splits, elections become more dynamic and less predictable.
We posit that such splits in the majority will have important consequences for competitive elections: they undermine the majority's seat bonus, and put the political minority in a position to gain a substantial seat share. On some occasions, this might even allow the opposition to win a larger share of the governmental mandates than its vote share.
In order for voters to vote in a disciplined manner for all candidates nominated by the majority bloc, majority parties need to convince them of their cohesiveness, i.e. that each candidate represents their preferences (almost) equally well as if (s)he were nominated by their own preferred party. In competitive elections, and when there are important differences between the parties constituting the majority, voters will perceive the majority's candidates as rivals.
Certainly, their main antagonist pole in the elections is the political minority. Nevertheless, in competitive elections, voters of majority parties will need to consider the possibility that not all majority candidates will be elected. To increase the chances of election for their favourite candidates they might decide to only include them on the ballot, and not cast any votes for the other candidates of the majority. If voters of all parties constituting the majority make this consideration, then this will substantially weaken the chances of majority candidates while helping the political minority to have its candidates elected.
In elections with a cohesive majority -both in programmatic terms and with no major personal rivalries -, such a scenario is out of question due to the unity of the majority and the shared joint program, making it is easier to convince voters of a straight ticket vote.
However, the political unity of the majority matters: if the candidates and parties of the political majority run on very similar positions, voters will have few motives to selectively support only some of the majority candidates, and perceive the political landscape as divided between a united majority and the minority.
Hence, in competitive elections, the political minority wins seats either because of concessions on the part of the majority ("voluntary proportionality"), or because the political majority is not united. The minority can capitalise on these splits, and be very successful in elections, winning seat shares proportional or even larger than their vote shares despite the majoritarian rules. As the political majority is divided in their programmatic positions, the number of mandates won by the majority will be lower, and the number of mandates won by the opposition will be higher.
Operationalisation and research design
Empirically, we investigate elections to the Swiss cantonal governments in the time period 1971-2011. The period is characterised by growing competition for government mandates. In the 1970s and 1980s, the number of candidates was barely higher than the number of government seats. The parties agreed ex-ante on an alliance, and competition was low. As of the 1990s, most elections became competitive ( Figure 2 ). The two periods (pre-1991 and post-1991) characterise a major break in the Swiss party system, addressed in this special issue: the new divide on immigration and globalisation has altered the party system as of the 1990s. 1971 1975 1979 1983 1987 1991 1995 1999 2003 2007 2011 Figure 2 In order to understand how the left-wing minority was able to defend its executive strength despite the growing competition, we analyse the variance in government representation over time and between the Swiss cantons. Cantonal party branches are autonomous and able to deviate from their national parties in their positioning. There are considerable differences between cantons in the size and the composition of the party systems (Ladner 2004a) . The impact of the new political conflict centred on integration and identity has affected the cantonal party systems at different times and at different speeds. Changes in the party programs of major parties and changes in the composition of the party system began in one or a few cantons, and soon after affected other cantons (Bochsler and Bousbah 2011) . Our time-series cross-sectional analysis capitalises on this variance. We investigate all general elections to cantonal governments in the period 1971-2011, and analyse the impact of bloc disunity on competition and on the elected representatives in cantonal elections under plurality and majority rules. We further profit from the fact that parliamentary elections are held mostly on the same day, or with little time delay, and are almost exclusively conducted under proportional rules, so that we can rely on parliamentary election results as a measure of the electoral strength of political blocs and parties.
Our new dataset combines information about the party composition of governments and parliaments, the positioning of parties at the cantonal level, and electoral alliances in the governmental elections. Information on the government and parliamentary composition is compiled from the Federal Statistical Office (2013b), the Année Politique Suisse (several years).
Information on the nominated candidates and the election results are compiled from cantonal sources, extending earlier work by Lutz (2014) . We further consider the variance in the electoral rules -elections by plurality or by majority rule (see Appendix).
As the degree of unity/disunity of the centre-right majority is one of the main variables of our model, we need to rely on a temporally and spatially stable definition of the majority and the minority, and we will investigate the variance between elections and cantons, with political blocs as our unit of analysis (cases listed in supplementary material). In the Swiss context this is straightforward as there is a clear and stable cleavage between the left and the right on the economic dimension. Parties from the political left were the last of the major parties to be included in executive power not only at the national level, but also in many cantons (Vatter 2002) . Two slightly differing definitions of the parties belonging to the left and to the centreright bloc are listed in Appendix.
A novel measure bloc cohesiveness in the Swiss cantons
To analyse the bipolarity of the party systems, we introduce a new measure for party positions at the cantonal level. Previous measures, based on cantonal party manifestoes (Giger et al. 2011), are only available for a subset of 95 cantonal parties, and in most cases only for a single election.
Instead, we rely on the referenda and initiatives regularly held in Switzerland, with around a dozen issues being voted on every year (similar: Hug and Schulz 2007) . The number of issues ranges from a minimum of one (2011) to a maximum of 16 (1992, 1993, 2000) . Political parties issue voting recommendations for almost all referenda or initiatives, and cantonal party branches frequently use their autonomy to deviate from their national parties, issuing their own recommendations on national-level issues (Bochsler and Wasserfallen 2013; Sciarini and Bochsler 2005; Cappelletti and Dacorogna 2014). 8 This allows us to measure systematically the position of cantonal party branches over 40 years on all issues brought to referenda and initiatives. As they encompass a very large variety of issues which are also salient in election campaigns we are confident of having gathered data which represents the party positioning. bloc (here: of the parties of the centre-right majority), or they can run alone. In contrast to party positions, electoral alliances will often be a consequence of electoral strategies, and are thus endogenous in our models. We have used qualitative sources to code the existence of inter-party alliances for governmental elections in the Swiss cantons, as well as the parties included in these alliances. Information was retrieved from the Année Politique Suisse (all issues from 1971 to 2011), and the reports in the Neue Zürcher Zeitung on cantonal governmental elections, published in the four months preceding the election (for the period 1993-2011). We consider either formal electoral alliances (e.g. joint electoral lists, joint campaigns, joint programs), or of informal alliances (e.g. reciprocal support for candidates). We analysed the impact of the width of the electoral alliances (cumulative parliamentary seat share of all allies) on the competition and outcomes of elections.
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The impact of bloc disunity and electoral alliances on election outcomes can be illustrated by the example of the canton of Aargau. Figure 4 shows that the re-location of the SVP to a new conservative pole of the party system is also related to changes in the governmental elections.
Until 1981, governmental elections were not contested and the centre-right nominated only three candidates, leaving two seats to the left-wing minority. In two later instances (1988 and 1996) , all parties agreed to an electoral alliance encompassing all major centre-right wing and also the main left-wing party, the Social Democrats (Figure 4 , upper part, electoral alliances). (with several vacancies in the government, including the seat of the dissident Social Democrat), they achieved a landslide victory, winning two out of five seats in government. 13 Results remain robust if we re-run the models with a measure only including the seat share of centre-right parties included in the alliance.
14 In the 1992 elections (simultaneously with a first increase in disunity of the right), the SVP nominated an extra candidate in an (failed) attempt to alter the government formula. .7
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. The splits in the centre-right majority are representative of the developments in other cantons ( Figure 5 ). In the 1990s, we measure a growing disunity of the centre-right in a few cantons, but since the 2000s, most cantons are characterised by a new, tri-polar pattern of competition, with the centre-right majority being split between two poles, whereas the left-wing minority is politically united. Table 2 offers an overview of further variables included in the analysis. We consider a set of 
Variables included in the analysis
Models and results
This section analyses whether under plurality or majority rule, political minorities are included in government in the Swiss cantons. Our units of analysis are political blocs in elections, nested within cantons. We estimate one set of models for the centre-right majority and a second set for the left-wing minority. We analyse both the competitiveness of elections (number of candidates running for each of the political blocs), and the composition of governments (percentage of mandates won by the bloc) as dependent variables.
For both dependent variables, we ran the following model, where i is the election year, and j are the cantons.
The analysis relies on linear regressions, with binary variables for the cantons, in order to account for fixed effects. Our main interest lies in the effect of the political coherence of the two major blocs (measured as disunity). We distinguish two periods, before and after the 1991 national election, which stands for important changes in the Swiss party system (see Table 3 ).
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We expect the number of candidates to increase in the post-1991 period, as we move from a voluntary proportionality to a competition model. Bloc disunity should not affect competition at this stage. For our second dependent variable, the seat shares retained in government, we expect disunity to hit the representation of the political majority, and to boost the representation of the political minority. Electoral alliances have the opposite effect. This effect should come into play particularly in the second period.
Candidates
The first set of models (table 3, The effect of disunity on the number of candidates is displayed in Figure 6 (upper part). In neither of the investigated periods is there a statistically significant effect of disunity on candidate nominations. Instead, the number of candidates can be explained by a set of control variables.
Representation of the majority and the minority
Turning to the dependent variable measuring the government composition (number of mandates), we find that incumbency, the fractionalisation of the party system, and the vote share of the bloc considerably affect the number of seats held by each bloc (Table 3 , specifications 5-8). While we thus find that the composition of government is to a large extent a matter of voteseat proportionality, the models explaining the nomination state (specifications 1-4) did not show any correlation between bloc size and the number of candidates. Hence, our models did not confirm that the proportional result is a consequence of a voluntary restriction on behalf of the parties to put up few candidates. Instead, we find effects which are consistent with our expectations about competition and the cohesion of the blocs ( Figure 6 , lower part; Table 3 , specifications 5, 7). If the centre-right bloc is disunited, the left-wing parties profit, whereas the centre-right tend to lose in representation. The effect is statistically non-significant in the pre-1991 period, but it becomes stronger and statistically significant in the post-1991 period, when elections became more competitive. In those cantons in which the centre-right is split, the leftwing party starts gaining ground in the cantonal executives. In cantons, where the majority is most disunited (disunity of 1), the majority tends to lose a share of 7 percent of the seats in 17 See also Lutz (2014) for a related argument, but contrary results. Different from Lutz, our analysis distinguishes the effect of parties conserving or improving upon the number of seats held in the previous election period, and the effect of incumbency (i.e. ministers running again in elections).
government, whereas the left-wing minority tends to gain a 6 percent seat share. This effect corresponds to the model of competition in which the cohesiveness of political blocs plays a major role. It contradicts the voluntary proportionality model according to which relative party positions and the cohesiveness of the blocs should not matter. Robust standard errors in parentheses; Cantons fixed-effects not displayed; + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 For a more direct measure of cooperation within the party blocs, we also analyse whether the same effects occur as we turn to information on electoral alliances in governmental elections. It captures the size of pre-electoral alliances for governmental elections (cumulative seats of the alliance parties in parliament, percentages).
First, we find a statistically significant effect on the number of candidates (figure 7, upper part; Table 2 , specifications 2 and 4): inclusive alliances tend to reduce the number of candidates in both blocs. The effect is statistically significant and stronger in the second period, 1992-2011, and fails to reach statistical significance before this point. Note, however, that the effect might be driven by more complete information on alliances on which we were able to rely for the second period.
With regards to the seat allocation (second dependent variable), the effect of alliances changes between the two analysed periods ( Figure 7 , bottom part; Table 3 , models 6 and 8): it benefits the left-wing minority in the pre-1991 period, and the centre-right majority in the 1991 period.
We interpret this as a change in the patterns of alliances: in the 1970s and 1980s, alliances were part of the voluntary proportionality model, guaranteeing the inclusiveness of governments, and especially also of minorities. After 1991, alliances are no longer all-inclusive, but they become a tool to coordinate parties of the centre-right majority.
18 Henceforth, they become relevant in determining the success of the centre-right in retaining its seats in the executive. 
Robustness checks
Several robustness checks were conducted. In order to account for the limited nature of our dependent variables, we carried out censored linear regressions. Furthermore, we used an alternative definition of political blocs, also including smaller parties (see Appendix) and introduced disunity as a lagged variable. The robustness checks showed results consistent with the findings of the linear regression.
post-1995 period. Also, the effects do not prevail over the entire period, but only in the second period. Our hypotheses posit that in the period, when voluntary proportionality prevailed, bloc cohesion does not matter for the election outcomes (table 1) .
Finally, we have re-run the models, excluding variables, which are collinear with the main explanatory variables (fragmentation, size of own bloc), with still stable results. Results of the various robustness checks are available from the authors.
Conclusions
Major changes in the Swiss party system have also affected the core of the Swiss consensus The voluntary proportionality model, which continues to dominate the literature on Swiss politics (Lehmbruch 1967; Neidhart 1970; Vatter 2002; Linder 2012) , argues that all-party governments are the consequence of an elite compromise. According to the model, the centreright parties (the political majority in almost all cantons) leave some of the seats in government to the left-wing parties, in many cases, by nominating fewer candidates than there are seats available. Empirically however, with the increasing fractionalisation and polarisation of the Swiss party system (Lutz and Selb 2007) , and the party systems in the Swiss cantons (Ladner 2004b; Bochsler and Wasserfallen 2013) , cantonal government elections have become more competitive since the 1990s, so that the voluntary proportionality model is no longer in play.
Instead, the period since the 1990s is characterised by a combination of elements of competition and consensus. In elections by majority or plurality vote, the centre-right majority is highly successful if it is politically united, whereas political splits reduce the discipline of the voters of the centre-right, and put political alliances at risk. .5 .6 .7 . 
Election rules
The Swiss cantons profit from wide autonomy in setting up their own constitutional order, and while most cantons use the plurality or majority rule to elect their governments, they differ in the definition of the threshold applicable in the first round of elections. In the "majority rule" cantons, all votes, including empty votes, count for the determination of the absolute majority, so that to be elected a candidate needs to be listed on every second ballot.
In the "plurality rule" cantons, empty votes are not counted for this purpose. As voters in cantons with five-seat-executives, on average only cast three or four votes, and voters in cantons with sevenseat-executives cast on average five votes, up to one third of the votes remain empty. As a result, candidates can be elected even if they are only listed only around 35% of the ballots (50%, diminished by the rate of empty votes). This is more or less the threshold which is considered typical as an entry threshold in plurality vote systems (Lijphart 1994) .
Two cantons, Geneva and Grisons, used to apply different rules with the thresholds amounting to 33% of the ballots (Geneva) or (de facto) to 58% of the ballots (Grisons).
We operationalise majority rule with the level of the threshold (logarithmised). In all models, we have excluded the two cantons with proportional electoral rules (Ticino and Zug), and one with a cantonal assembly ("Landsgemeinde", Appenzell Innerrhoden).
The rules were coded from Lutz and Strohmann (1998) and from the cantonal election laws.
